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The fo11owfng events 1nd facts ·ar•t pertinent to the subject product 1fne. 

Cbronjclc 

RelllCleanT# sold previously by U. S. Products Corp •• Pittsburg, PA under 
the trade m1rk Gold Neda11ion has been •arketed since 1985. Re111fngton 
introduced Rea Clean Bore Cleaner at the 1988 Sales #eeting as a new product 
for 1989 . 

Prior to introduction and after dec11ne (because of 1 heavy workload} by 
Firearms Research Department to test ReaCJean. the product was submitted to 
both Haskel Laboratory for toxicity tests (Sept. 1987) and EDL (Sept. 1987} 
for abrasive wear tests. EDL w1s chosen at firea,..s Research's 
recoanendation. Haskel Laboratory reported that Re.Clean was •environment111y 
safe• and could be labeled as such. EDL reported that because RelllC1ean 
contains a silicon compound which i•P•rts the 11ech1nfcal cleaning action (1s 
opposed to the cheaical action of co11Petitors bore cleaning solvents), 
Rea£1ean is relegated an 1br1siv1. Howev1r, the abrasive particles were less· 
than five microns in df1111eter and hence equivalent to the •abrasiveness of 
baby pt1Wder•. Therefore, EDL reported that ReJJIClean is not detrimental to the 
f;reams bore •t•1. 

Bec1us1 th1 accessory's bus1ness be1ieved the abrasiveness issue cou1d be 
a highly sensftivt area and is further support to the •non-abrasiveness• 
findings of EDL 1 th1rd study was conducted. The 11tt111urgtca1 school of 
#e11on University was contacted to provide an independent evaluation of 
RetnCJean as we11 1s a comparative study of competing products. The #e11on 
report dated April 19, 1988 concluded that ReaC1ean is safe for use in fire­
ll"lllS (Report abstract is attached as exhibit A). The total report was sub· 
aitted to Fire1n11s Research for their review. 

Since market research data has shot1n that only 50% of 111 shooters c1ean 
the1r firearms at aJJ and of those that do, on1y 15% (includes gun 
1ficfonados) clean their firearms more frequent1y than once per season, an 
education process was deemed necessary to enhance the potential customer base. 
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Hence Accessories bustness produced the brochure (attached is exhibit B) which 
extol the virtues of proper ftrtll'llS m1fntenance and hence increased product 
usage. The. brochure and the product Jabels address the recomended procedure 
for cleaning a fireara. #ore importantly to the issue of product 
accept1bilfty, we find ourse1ves in the opportune position of affecting buyer 
behavior by educating the bu1k of the general hunting/shooting public in the 
correct procedures to perfon1 fire1rr1 1 s m1fntenance 1s we77 as exhibiting 
Remington's concern for hfs ffre1"11s investment. Apparently the need for 1n 
education process has reached the attentton of competttors and outdoor writers 
alike Judging frOll nu11erous current 1rticles which discuss fireanas 
aaintenance. (Dur t1ctic11 marketing plan for 1990 included the potential for 
a firearms care package). Hence the probability for•isuse of Rf!IJIC1ean is 
consfderab1y reduced. 

Re.inqton Research Test 

Circa first quarter 1989 Firearms Research conducted 1 test to •detet"llline 
the affect of mistakenly applying •Rf111C1ean• to trigger 1ssemb1ies of 

. Remington firearmsa. The test is described in exhibit C. 

Test Discussion 

The test implies that after continuous app1fcatfon of ReillClean directly 
to the trigger assetDbly ind after 21,900 cycles the trigger assembly fa11ed. 
The fact that the trigger asselllbly failed 1fter 21.900 cycles (presulled to 
mean firings) is not disputable: however, the v11ue of this test is highly 
disputable. The test does not siaulate the reconrnended cleaning procedure nor 
does it represent re11fs•. As the procedures reco11111end, a firea,.,, properly 
maintained needs only one applicit1on of ReaC1ean to achieve a properly 
cleaned bore. Hence 21,900 cycTes requfres that the individual l/IUSt clean his 
firearm after e1ch round is fired - a very arduous task equivalent to 3,650 
hours or 456 oan-days. Since we are dealing with less than 151 of the 
shooting/hunting public who clean their fire1l"tls even twice per season the 
probability of cleaning 1fter e1ch round is fired sets our exposure at a 
statistically insignificant value. Pragmatf ca11y we are in the time range of 
greater than the life span of in individual who economically 11Ust purchase or 
h1ndlo1d 21,900 rounds of 111DUnition plus purchase 1,400 bottles of RemClean 
at 1 cost of about SZ0,000. 

B@llinqtoa 4uto1oldf ng BtfZcs 

Obvfous1y these rifles c1n not be cleaned through the breech toward the 
muzzle as recoaaended. The c1e1ntng procedure 1111st be reversed. Hence the 
bore cleaner aay indeed enter the trigger assembly via •fo110ili 
down•--pres1111fng 1 cloth stopper in the breech fs not used as should be. 
Since Remington autoloading rifles are purchased for deer hunting we must 
place this indfvidua1 in the •do not c1ean• or •clean once per season• 
category. #arket rese1rch also tells us that this cons1111er on average 
purchases and uses one box of cartridges per season. Again, a statistical 
an11ys1s sh11Ws us th1t we are unable to arrive at the degree of exposure to 
which causes failure given the normal life span of people and firearms. 

Conclustou 

o RemC1e1n (also as Gold #eda11ion) has been on the market for four years 
without negative consumer incidence • 
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o Toxicity and weir tests (1nc1uding 1 prestigious met111urgic11 
Univer-sfty) show 1cceptlb11fty for fitness tn use. 

o Reaington's firean1s research shows that even after excessfve misuse 
of the product the prob1biJfty of f1flure exceeds life expectancy of 
individuals and fire1t'8S. 

Conelqdinq 

RemClean has been ••rkettd by Remington since Oecf!llber 1988. Sales are 
currently SJ58,000 and additional pending orders of S66,DOO ire co1111ftted for 
shipment in 1989 for a total of 1224,000 at a gross profit of S~ or~. 
While these numbers pile in comparison to a 1fab11fty issue, the facts support 
that the next liability issue will have its· epicenter fn ffre1ras not 
RemC1ean. Hence the case for exiting a high liability product aru is 
stronger against firearas than Re11Cle111. 

Unless other issues hive yet t~ surface: e.g., ttho should develop 
Apparel and Accessory Business products--R a D or the business?, then the 
business ~i11 continue to ••rket R..Cle1n. 

Addendut 

Apparently Firtarms Research conducted 1 second study (6-27-89) to 
determine RemC1eansT# effect on a 7'00 auto1oading rif1e--test data 1ttached 
as exhibit D . 

Fro11 this study we learn th1t even 1fter improper cleaning (RemC1ean left 
in the chlllber} a 4% ••1function rate occurred which is we11 below the norm11 
quality level for th1s rffle leaving the gallery. Proper cleaning as 
instructed on the product libel would have prevented this malfunction 
entirely. 

The study also conff ,..s the data dete,..fned fro• the #ellon #eta11urgica1 
study who conduct«/ an evalu1tion with a scanning electron •icroscope. The 
study determined that the pl1st1ca111 deformed layer of bore I. D. is removed 
by RemC1e111s' action 1s opposed to the need for •shooting out• this material 
as when a solvent c1e111er is used. In f1ct it is this very same phenomenon 
that accounts for R..Cle1ns 1 ability to i11Prove accuracy. This information 
had been provided by H. P. White Laboratories when this firfl w1s consulted as 
a potenti11 ev1Ju1tor of Reat:1ean. 

Not withstanding the •arket research data previously referenced 
concerning the 1ctu11 behavior of end-users, I believe Fire1,..s Research) has 
confirmed the superfortty of Re11Clt1n over competitors products (since 111 
others are solvents) moreover, they have e1i•inated any 1uto1oading rifle 
concerns. 

I continue to find no Justification for removal of this product • 

CON Fl DENTIAL-SU BJ ECT TO PROTECTIVE ORDER 
KINZER V. REMINGTON 

R2518889 


